REMARKS 



A first Office Action was mailed on January 2, 2004. Claims 1 - 41 are pending 
in the present application. With this response, Applicant amends claims 4, 7, 8, 9, 14, 17, 
19, 18, 24, 27, 28, 29, 34, 37, 38 and 39. No new matter is introduced. 

ALLOWABLE SUBJECT MATTER 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for indicating claims 8, 18, 28 and 38 would be 
allowable if rewritten to overcome certain objections including failing to be written in 
independent form, and to overcome a rejection under the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 
1 12 further as described below. For the reasons cited below, Applicant submits that 
associated base claims 1, 11,21 and 31 are allowable, and that the objections and 
rejections relating to claims 8, 18, 28 and 38 have been overcome. Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully requests that claims 8, 18, 28 and 38 be allowed. 

OBJECTION TO SPECIFICATION 

The Specification is objected to under 37 C.F.R. § 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 
608.0 l(o) as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the claimed subject matter. 
Specifically, with regard to claims 8, 18, 28 and 38, the Examiner finds that the 
specification fails to disclose "setting the Z coordinate value indicative of a distance from 
the virtual viewpoint to the Z coordinate value to the virtual viewpoint". With regard to 
claims 9, 19, 29 and 39, the Examiner finds that the specification fails to disclose a 
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"rendering ratio". In addition, the Examiner suggests that it is unclear how the Z 
coordinate values are set as described in the specification at page 13, lines 6-8 and at 
page 16, lines 21-23. 

Applicant amends claims 8, 18, 28 and 38 to provide that "overwrite rendering is 
inhibited by setting a Z coordinate value indicative of a distance from a virtual viewpoint 
to be identical to a Z coordinate value of the virtual viewpoint, with respect to the unit 
area corresponding to the predetermined pattern". Applicant respectfully submits that the 
amendments are supported in the specification, for example, at page 16, line 21 through 
page 17, line 9. By setting a Z coordinate value for a pixel in mesh Mc to the Z 
coordinate value of the virtual viewpoint, the pixel is identified as being a closest object 
to the viewpoint, and therefore is inhibited from being overwritten. Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully submits that amended claims 8, 18, 28 and 38 are adequately 
supported by the specification. 

Applicant amends claims 9, 19, 29 and 39 to substitute the term "degree of semi- 
transparency" for the term "rendering ratio", as supported for example in the 
specification at page 22, lines 7 - 14. The degree of semi-transparency is determined, for 
example, by setting a predetermined regular pattern of dots within the optional area for 
overwrite rendering. As described at page 22, lines 7 - 9 of the specification, "in the case 
where the regular pattern of every other dot (every other mesh) is employed, a degree of 
semi-transparency becomes 50%". Applicant respectfully submits that amended claims 9, 
19, 29 and 39 are adequately supported by the specification. 

The specification at page 13, lines 6-8 and at page 16, lines 21-23 describes 
two alternate scales for determining the Z coordinate values of object. At page 13, a Z 
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coordinate scale is defined in which the viewpoint is assigned a minimum Z coordinate 
value and a maximum distance from the viewpoint (infinity) is assigned a maximum Z 
coordinate value. At page 16, a Z coordinate scale is defined in which the viewpoint is 
assigned a maximum Z coordinate value and a maximum distance from the viewpoint 
(infinity) is assigned a minimum Z coordinate value. Either coordinate scale may be used 
to set Z coordinate values for overlapping objects by determining each object's distance 
from the viewpoint. Applicant respectfully submits that the descriptions at page 13 and 
page 16 clearly define these two scales. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the objection to the specification 
be withdrawn. 

REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 

Claims 4, 14, 24 and 34 are objected providing an unclear usage of terminology. 
Specifically, the Examiner suggests that use of the term "setting [a Z coordinate value] to 
the infinite" is unclear. Applicant amends claims 4, 14, 24 and 34 to clarify that the Z 
coordinate value is set "to a value indicating an infinite distance", which practically 
represents either a maximum or minimum Z coordinate value. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the objection to the claims 4, 14, 24 and 34 be withdrawn. 

REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claims 8, 18, 28 and 38 are rejected under the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 
1 12 for failing to clearly recite how modification of the Z coordinate value inhibits 
overwrite rendering. As earlier explained, for example, by setting a Z coordinate value 
for a pixel in mesh Mc to the Z coordinate value of the virtual viewpoint, the pixel is 
identified as being a closest object to the viewpoint. As the object closest to the image 
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viewpoint, it is by definition within the field of view, and is therefore inhibited from 
being overwritten. 

Claims 7, 17, 27 and 37 are rejected under the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 
1 12 for failing to provide sufficient antecedent basis for the limitation "the minimum 
value." Applicant amends claims 7, 17, 27 and 37 to rewrite this limitation as "a 
minimum value". 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejections under the second 
paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 112 be withdrawn. 

REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. $ 102 

Claims 1 -3, 5-7,9- 13, 15- 17, 19-23,25- 27, 29 - 33 and 35 - 37, and 39 
- 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 
5,990,904 to Griffin. Claims 4, 14, 24 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Griffin in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0130820 to 
Sullivan. Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections. 

In independent claims 1,11,21 and 31, Applicant discloses a rendering method, 
apparatus, computer-readable recording medium recording a rendering processing 
program, and program processor executing a rendering processing program. In each case, 
the underlying rendering process includes the steps of: a) subdividing a frame where a 
two-dimensional image is formed into predetermined unit areas, b) determining an 
optional area in the frame, and c) determining whether or not overwrite rendering is 
possible for each unit area in the optional area. 

Griffin discloses a method for merging pixel fragments to reduce memory usage 
in a graphics rendering system (see, e.g., abstract of Griffin). Griffin discloses the use of 



11181236.03 



17 



multiple independent image layers composited together (gsprites), which can be divided 
into regions called "chunks" (see, e.g., column 7, lines 50 - 67 and column 9, lines 22 - 
27 of Griffin). Gsprites preferably are each assigned one display object, can be displayed 
in a depth order (see, e.g., column 15, lines 21 - 32), and manipulated to account for 
hidden surfaces (see, e.g., FIG. 16 of Griffin). 

As defined by Applicant, overwrite rendering provides a means for example by 
which an image of an object A can be overwritten and rendered on an image of an object 
B even if the object A is further from a virtual viewpoint of a viewer than the object B. 
While the gsprites of Griffin provide a means for alternate display of tiled objects, unlike 
Applicant's claimed invention, Griffin does not specifically disclose or suggest a means 
for overwrite rendering. Such means are also neither disclosed or suggested by Sullivan. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that independent claims 1, 11,21, 
and 31 are not anticipated by Griffin, and are therefore allowable. As claims 2 - 7, 9, 10, 
12 - 17, 19, 20, 22 - 27, 29, 30, 32 - 37 and 39 - 41 each depend form one of allowable 
claims 1, 11,21, and 31, Applicants further submit that claims 2 - 7, 9, 10, 12-17, 19, 
20, 22 - 27, 29, 30, 32 - 37 and 39 - 41are allowable for at least this reason. 

CONCLUSION 

An earnest effort has been made to be fully responsive to the Examiner's 
objections. In view of the above amendments and remarks, it is believed that claims 1-41, 
consisting of independent claims 1, 11,21, and 31, and the claims dependent therefrom, 
are in condition for allowance. Passage of this case to allowance is earnestly solicited. 
However, if for any reason the Examiner should consider this application not to be in 
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condition for allowance, he or she is respectfully requested to telephone the undersigned 
attorney at the number listed below prior to issuing a further Action. 

Any fee due with this paper may be charged on Deposit Account 50-1290. 
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